should be noted that participants involved in the study were intentionally drawn to create a sample representative of the 'general population' (see Appendix 2).
We end with recommendations about the future application and examination of the MCGM.
Differing Conceptualisations of Gratitude:
We have already mentioned some of the controversies that surround the structure of gratitude.
Other complexities involve intentions; must a benefit be intentionally rendered, or is it possible to be grateful for a benefit that came about by accident? Attribution theorist Fritz Heider (1958) took it for granted that people feel grateful when they recognise themselves to be the recipients of an intentional act of kindness. Relatedly, Tesser, Gatewood, & Driver (1968) established that gratitude is determined by appraising benefits to be not only intentional but also altruistic (not driven by ulterior motives). They identified two further 'determinants' of gratitude; the benefit must be perceived by the recipient as valuable and costly to the benefactor. supported this position, finding that more than eighty percent of the variance in how much people thought they would experience gratitude in a situation was explained by perceptions of cost, value and altruistic intention.
In practice, benefactor intention operates not as a necessary condition of gratitude, but rather as an intensity variable which, if present, increases reported gratitude (see SecondAuthor et al., 2013, p. 303) . As such, gratitude might well be felt in circumstances where the benefactor's intentions were not uncomplicatedly benign. We found that while malicious and ulterior motives significantly undermined reported gratitude, they did not disqualify it (Second & FirstAuthor, 2015) .
Value of the benefit has been identified as a further determinant of gratitude (Tesser et al., 1968; . However, most of us can readily identify with the experience of being the recipient of an unwanted (i.e. subjectively non-valuable) gift and being 'grateful for the thought' when an intended benefit fails to materialise. It seems reasonable to suggest that for some people the actual value of a tangible benefit is key to their experience of gratitude, while for others the intention might be more salient.
One final conceptual issue is whether gratitude is an inherently positively valenced concept or whether it encompasses negative elements. It has been dubbed 'the quintessential positive psychological trait' (Wood et al., 2009, p. 43 ). Gratitude's association with increased subjective wellbeing and positive affect (e.g., Emmons & McCullough, 2003; Froh, Sefick, & Emmons, 2008) , make the characterisation of gratitude as positive unsurprising.
We maintain, however, that the picture is far more complex and that gratitude is better characterised as a mixed emotion rather than an unambiguously positive one (Second & FirstAuthor, 2016; First, Second, & AnotherAuthor, 2015) . In a prototype analysis of gratitude in the UK, we found that, alongside positive features, gratitude was also associated with features participants rated as negative, such as obligation, indebtedness, guilt and embarrassment (First, Second, & ThirdAuthor, 2014) . Though some have attempted to dissociate gratitude from indebtedness (e.g., Watkins, Scheer, Ovnicek, & Kolts, 2006) , the distinction does not appear to be as clear-cut, at least to the layperson (FirstAuthor et al., 2015) . This overview illustrates that there are multiple ways in which gratitude can be understood and experienced. This creates complications for its measurement; how do we validly assess gratitude when it is so notably diverse in its conception?
Three measures of gratitude are commonly implemented in research to date. The GQ6, created by McCullough and colleagues (2002) , is a 6-item scale which assesses intensity, frequency, span and density of gratitude. The Gratitude, Resentment and Appreciation Test (GRAT, The majority of items in existing gratitude measures aim to assess grateful emotions only.
Most notable is the GQ6, where all 6 items arguably assess feelings of gratitude. The emphasis on emotion is evident in the definition of gratitude offered: 'a tendency to recognise and respond with grateful emotion to the roles of other people's benevolence ' (McCullough et al., 2002, p. 112) .
Whilst feelings of gratitude are clearly a crucial part of gratitude, understood as a complex trait of character, emotion is not the only dimension involved. A second component of gratitude is behaviour: for instance, expressions of thanks or recognition of others' beneficence. Yet this element of grateful experience is missing from the GQ6 and barely features in the GRAT. Items in the Appreciation Scale do address grateful/appreciative behaviours. However, items that assess behaviours are sometimes answered using a frequency scale and on other occasions answered using the Likert attitude scale which makes the overall evaluation of behaviours confusing and hard to reconcile.
Furthermore, and as highlighted by Lambert and colleagues (2009) , these measures appear to reveal a mismatch between the authors' proposed definitions and their subsequent operationalisations of gratitude. Take, for example, the GRAT; Watkins et al. (2003) appear to define gratitude in 'benefit-triggered' terms, referring to Guralnik's (1971, p. 327 ) definition of gratitude as 'a feeling of thankful appreciation for favours received' (see Lambert et al., 2009) . However, the GRAT also includes items which assess a more 'generalised' conception of gratitude, such as 'Oftentimes I have been overwhelmed by the beauty of nature'. The GQ6 similarly mixes up generalised and benefit-triggered definitions and operationalisations. Adler and Fagley (2005) conceptualise gratitude as a subordinate facet of appreciation and limit gratitude to instances where a third person is inferred, for example, 'I notice the sacrifices that my friends make for me', 'I acknowledge when people have gone out of their way for me'.
Interestingly, however, whilst Adler and Fagley (2005) set out to measure something distinct from gratitude, Wood and colleagues (2008) demonstrate that gratitude and appreciation are a singlefactor personality trait rather than distinct constructs. A general shortcoming with the existing measures is that none of them is grounded in a thorough conceptual analysis of gratitude, drawing either on the views of laypeople or philosophers, or an integration of the two (see SecondAuthor et al., 2013 The GQ6, GRAT and Appreciation Scale are well validated and well cited measures which have generated important insights into the positive effects of gratitude experiences. However, we believe that the approach to measuring gratitude needs to be extended to better capture gratitude as a multi-component construct. Indeed, we provide evidence for the necessity of this approach in Studies 1 and 2 below. One of the arguable shortcomings of all three existing measures is that they do not incorporate any measure of conceptual understandings or cognitions about gratitude (including assumptions about when it is due). Individuals can have very different views on what gratitude entails, and experiences of gratitude are highly subjective, depending on those conceptualisations.
To advance the measurement of gratitude, we have drawn explicitly on a conceptual view of gratitude as a moral virtue: an intrinsically valuable trait of character .
While the instrumental value of gratitude as a moral 'barometer', 'reinforcer' and 'motivator' is well documented (McCullough, Kilpatrick, Emmons, & Larson, 2001 ), more recent writings have argued for the need to understand gratitude as an intrinsic moral value, constitutive of (rather than simply conducive to) a flourishing life.
Since Aristotle, each virtue is typically seen to comprise a unique set of cognition, perception/recognition, emotion, desire, motivation, behaviour and comportment or style (see ThirdAuthor, 2013) .
Apart from its philosophical pedigree, a component view also has a long history in social science. For example, in moral psychology 'neo-Kohlbergians' such as Rest, Narvaez, Bebeau, and Thoma have extended Kohlberg's Cognitive Developmental Theory (Kohlberg, 1969; 1984) to create the 'Four Component Model' (Thoma, 2006) . This model, whilst retaining judgement as an important factor, also includes moral sensitivity, moral motivation and moral character (Bebeau, Rest, & Narvaez, 1999) .
While debates continue about what the salient components of moral functioning in general, or virtue in particular, are (Curzer, 2014) In the following three studies, we demonstrate how conceptions, emotions, attitudes and behaviours pertaining to gratitude are discrete dimensions that can be effectively and reliably captured by our new measure of gratitude; the Multi-Component Gratitude Measure (MCGM). Our use of the word 'attitude' signifies an evaluative mind-set towards gratitude which includes considerations about whether gratitude is an important value and the conditions under which gratitude is deemed appropriate. Our specific use of the term 'attitude' therefore differs from attitude component models in social psychology (Rosenberg & Hovland, 1960) which themselves encompass cognitive, affective and behavioural components.
In Study 1, we illustrate the findings of an exploratory (principal components) factor analysis where, as hypothesised, our Likert scale items separate into emotion, attitude and behaviour subscales of the MCGM. These scale items are informed by a cognitive evaluation of gratitude designed to map individuals' conceptualisations of gratitude.
In Study 2, we demonstrate the clear value of each component of the MCGM with an illustration of how subjective well-being increases linearly with the number of components (of the MCGM) a person possesses. Further, we show the incremental validity of the MCGM and how it adds to and enhances existing gratitude measures. Finally, we demonstrate the value of having four discrete components and how the MCGM enables new research findings to come to light.
Study 1:
The aim of this study was to develop a comprehensive measure of gratitude assessing the four distinct components described above; conceptions/cognitions about gratitude; grateful emotions; attitudes towards gratitude (including motivational aspects and evaluations of its importance); and gratitude-related behaviours.
Method:
Measure development:
The Conceptual Component: This component of the MCGM examines individuals' conceptual understanding of gratitude, for instance whether they believe gratitude must involve a valuable benefit or a benefit bestowed with benevolent intentions. The questions in this component derive from a 'vignette questionnaire' previously tested on 781 British participants aged 11 -65 years (Second & FirstAuthor, 2016) . Respondents are presented with vignettes, or scenarios, to examine their understandings of gratitude. The scenarios concern a nomination for an award; each participant first sees a baseline scenario which is subsequently manipulated to examine a series of conceptual controversies (such as whether the benefit must (a) be valuable; (b) be costly to the benefactor; (c) materialise; (d) be bestowed with benevolent intentions; etc.). For a full list of manipulations, see Appendix 1. For each conceptual controversy, participants are asked two questions; whether they would be grateful (answered on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 -Strongly disagree to 5 -Strongly agree, creating 'Are' scores) and the degree of gratitude they feel (ranging from 0 -Not at all to 100 -Most grateful you could feel, creating 'Degree' scores). This component provides a profile of respondents' understandings of gratitude. Higher 'Are' and 'Degree' scores refer to a more permissive understanding of when gratitude might be experienced.
The Emotion Component: 42 items were developed to assess grateful emotions; these included items that assessed the strength of grateful feeling; the incidence with which grateful feelings are experienced; the extent of people and things that gratitude is felt for. Response options for items in the emotion and attitude components are based on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = Strongly disagree to 7 = Strongly agree.
The Attitude Component: 36 items were developed to assess attitudes towards gratitude.
Items referred to attitudes towards recognising valuable benefits; attitudes towards expressing gratitude; evaluations of the importance of gratitude or how much priority gratitude is given; and attitudes towards when gratitude is appropriate.
The Behaviour Component: 41 items were created to examine the amount of gratituderelated behaviours respondents engage in. Importantly, these behaviours extended beyond expressions of gratitude and included noticing benefits received; reflections of what there is to be grateful for; and reminders about being grateful or showing gratitude. This utilises a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = Never to 7 = More than once a day.
Participants and procedure:
Five hundred and thirty-two UK participants responded to the pool of items in an online questionnaire. They were told that we were interested in examining individuals' ideas, feelings and behaviours regarding gratitude. In return for their participation, participants were entered into a draw to win £250 of Amazon vouchers. Questions were marked as 'required' to avoid missing data and complete, usable responses totalled 477. Respondents were aged 18-88 years with a mean age of 38 years; 68% were female; 85% White-British; 42% Christian; 37% atheist. Of those who identified with a religion, 37% practised their religion. The composition of this sample was broad with a wide age range, varied geographical locations throughout the UK (rural and urban) and a variety of educational backgrounds from no qualifications to postgraduate degrees.
Results and Discussion:

Conceptual items -the 'gratitude profile':
Responses to the conceptual component provided a 'gratitude profile', illustrating the impact of the manipulations on self-reported gratitude scores. As seen in Figure 1 , respondents' gratitude experience (evidenced by degree scores) is typically reduced (but not eliminated) in response to non-benevolent intentions (an ulterior motive or malicious intention), while gratitude experience is amplified as the cost to the benefactor increases. The results across participants revealed that some individuals place fewer constraints on when gratitude is due: e.g., degree scores for non-valuable benefits range from 0 to 100 (using the full range of the scale). The gratitude profile (Figure1) supports previous research findings, and for a more detailed exploration of this gratitude profile see Second & FirstAuthor, 2015. [Insert Figure 1 here]
Emotion, Attitude and Behaviour items:
All 119 items across emotion, attitude and behaviour components were entered into an exploratory (principal component) factor analysis (using oblimin rotation and excluding coefficients below .50 3 ).
The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was .93 and the Bartlett's test of sphericity (χ 2 (7021) = 33076.86, p < .001) indicated that the correlation between items were large enough to run a principal components analysis (PCA). The initial PCA extracted 9 factors with Eigenvalues over 2.0 which accounted for 48% of the variance. The scree plot demonstrated distinct inflexions at both 5 and 7 factors; when extracting 7 factors, the 7 th factor contained only one item leaving 6 discrete factors. When extracting 5 factors, the analysis amalgamated two factors that had previously been separate; 'Rituals/Noticing Benefits' and 'Attitudes to Gratitude'. There were good theoretical grounds to argue that these factors were indeed distinct from one another as items in the former category pertain to actions and gratitude-related behaviours (e.g., 'I reflect on all the good things I have'), whilst items in the latter group were evaluative items addressing the perceived importance of gratitude (e.g., 'I believe gratitude is an important value to have'). We, therefore, retained the 6 factor structure. The loadings for this 6-factor structure (with coefficients over .50 from the pattern matrix) can be seen in Table 1 , giving way to a 29-item scale. These 6 factors, accumulatively, were able to account for 42% of the variance.
The 6 factors retained (see Table 1 and 2) were (1) Feelings of gratitude; (2) Attitudes of appropriateness (of gratitude); (3) Behavioural shortcomings; (4) Rituals/Noticing benefits; (5) Expressions of gratitude; and (6) Attitudes to gratitude. These factors fitted nicely with our assumption of distinct dimensions of emotions, attitude and behaviour; factor 1 refers to emotions; 2 and 6 refer to attitudes; and 3, 4 and 5 pertain to behaviour. Theoretically, the results of this PCA suggest a hierarchical structure with 29 items on the lowest level; six factors at the second level (two behavioural; two attitudinal; and one emotional); and three components at the highest level (emotional, attitudinal and behavioural, but note that the conceptual component whilst not appropriate for inclusion in the PCA would constitute another component of gratitude).
The reliability of all sub-scales was tested (using Cronbach's alpha) and all achieved alpha scores over .70 (see Table 1 ). Behaviour component -mean = 63.13 (SD = 9.85).
The mean scores for each component in this population
[Insert Table 1 ].
The results from the exploratory factor analysis supported our conception of gratitude as comprising multiple components and substantiated our claim that these components are affective, attitudinal and behavioural in nature. The distinct conceptual component ( Figure 1 ) generates a 'profile' of gratitude experience offering an insight into how this construct is conceived; we return to this issue later.
Study 2:
The aim of this study was to validate the refined measure (of 29 items constituting emotion, attitude or behaviour questions plus the fourteen cognitive items (7 'are' and 7 'degree'). We used confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to test its structure and examined its construct and incremental validity alongside the three existing gratitude/appreciation measures. Moreover, we aimed to explore whether certain combinations of components would result in particular patterns of subjective well-being. That is, would an individual who scores highly on all four components of the MCGM report a different level of well-being to those that score high on only one, two or three components?
We hypothesised that the MCGM, given its unique conception and strong theoretical basis, would offer something the existing measures cannot currently offer. We also hoped to demonstrate that the most elevated levels of well-being would relate to higher scores on all four components of the MCGM.
Method:
Participants and procedure:
A large sample of 1599 participants from across the UK took part in this study. Questions were marked as 'required' so all 1599 participants had full response sets. 52% were female; ages 18-83 years (mean = 51). 56% of participants identified as Christian; 23% atheist. Of those who identified with a religion, 21% practised their religion. 23% of the sample was single and 67% married; 58% had dependants and 41% did not. In terms of employment, 28% of respondents were in intermediate managerial positions; 22% were in supervisory or junior managerial positions or identified as administrative or professional; 22% were pensioners. 80% of respondents were from England; 6% from Scotland; 3.3% Wales; and 1.2% Northern Ireland. The composition of this sample was carefully selected to reflect UK population estimates (see Appendix 2).
The measure was completed as an online survey and participants were recruited via a crowdsourcing website and paid £2.00. As in Study 1, participants were told that we were interested in examining individuals' thoughts, feelings and behaviours pertaining to gratitude. Alongside the MCGM, participants completed the GQ6, GRAT and Appreciation scale and three measures of 
Results:
CFA:
In Study 1, we discussed the results of the PCA and suggested a hierarchical structure ordered in terms of items at the lowest level; MCGM subscales as first-order factors; and MCGM components at as second-order factors. We tested this structure using confirmatory factor analysis performed with AMOS software (Byrne, 2013 ) usingmaximum likelihood estimations.
Each item had a non-zero loading on the first-order latent variable it was designed to measure; for instance there were four behaviour items that loaded onto the first-order latent variable (or MCGM subscale) 'Expressing gratitude'.
There were two second-order factors in this model: 'Behaviours' and 'Attitudes'. The three first-order factors corresponding to behaviour subscales loaded onto the second-order factor 'Behaviour'. The two first-order factors that represented attitude subscales loaded onto the second-order factor 'Attitude'. Because the emotion component comprises only one subscale ('feelings of gratitude') it did not make sense to model this as a second-order factor. Therefore, in this case, emotion was modelled as a first-order factor but presumed to co-vary with the two second-order factors of 'Behaviour' and 'Attitudes' (as they all correspond to a distinct component of gratitude experience and have been shown to correlate in Study 1).
Error terms were presumed to be uncorrelated and covariation among six first-order factors to be explained by their regression on one first-order factor (emotion) and two second-order factors (behaviours and attitudes).
Goodness of fit was evaluated using a number of indices including RMSEA which takes into consideration the parsimony of the model; and CFI/TLI, or comparative fit indices which compare the specified model to more restricted alternative models (see Brown, 2015) . Hu and Bentler (1999) suggest there is a reasonably good fit between the model and the data when RMSEA values are near to .06 or below and CFI and TLI values are over .95. Following these criteria, the values of these three indices indicated that our model is a good fit and describes our data well (RMSEA = .041; CFI =.958; TLI = .951). MacCullum et al. (1996) argue that further support for the model would be evidenced if the upper limit of the 90% confidence interval (CI) for RMSEA fit is below the RMSEA cut off values; even if we take the more conservative cut off of .06 the upper CI falls below this value here (90% CI = .039 -.043).
At the local level, there was one first-order factor ('behavioural shortcomings') that did not load well on its second-order factor (behaviour). We believe this is due to the fact that this factor contains negatively keyed items (e.g., 'I overlook how much I have to be grateful for'). Previous research has demonstrated how negatively keyed items can show up as distinct factors but do not reflect distinct constructs (Spector et al., 1997) . We view the behavioural shortcomings subscale as a crucial way of ensuring critical reflection on gratitude behaviours. As Spector et al. (1997, p .676) state "extreme items are necessary when one intends to distinguish individuals who are extreme on the construct from those who are moderate." This becomes more salient when exploring a socially desirable construct like gratitude. We also view behavioural shortcomings as, theoretically, comprising a part of an individual's behaviour and not distinct from it. However, to ensure that this particular subscale did not compromise the fit of the model, we re-ran this model after excluding behavioural shortcomings. Importantly, there was no difference in fit with the same CFI and RMSEA values obtained.
Construct Validity:
The MCGM emotion, attitude and behaviour components correlated positively and significantly with existing measures of gratitude and the well-being scales (see Table 2 for correlations, means and standard deviations for Study 2 measures). Interestingly, there was a particularly high correlation between the emotion component of the MCGM and the GQ6, which, we suggest, only taps feelings of gratitude (r = .709, p < .001).
Weaker correlations between existing gratitude scales and other components of the MCGM begin to indicate how there are aspects of the MCGM that are distinct from the scales currently available (e.g., the behavioural shortcomings subscale has a weak correlation of < .18 with all existing gratitude measures). We return to this issue in the test of incremental validity.
[Insert Table 2 here]
Exploration of 'Person Types' and their Relation to Subjective Well-Being:
The goal here was to show that well-being is elevated when a particular pattern is evinced across the components. Theoretically, we would hypothesise that individuals with a more permissive conception of when gratitude should be experienced, alongside above average levels of grateful emotions, attitudes and behaviour, would show the highest levels of well-being; i.e., respondents Running Head: A New Approach to Measuring Moral Virtue that are 'high' on all four components of the MCGM. In turn, those that are above average on none of the components of the MCGM should show the lowest levels of well-being.
Person Types:
We tested this hypothesis by creating a series of 'person types' and examining these person types in relation to the measures of well-being (satisfaction with life, subjective happiness and positive affect). Five different 'person types' were created depending on participants' scores across the four components of the MCGM. Participants could either be above average or below average on each of the components (based on their mean conceptual, emotion, attitude and behaviour scores)
6
. This created five different person types, ranging from those that are above average on all four components (these individuals might be thought of as abundantly grateful) to those who are above average on none of the four components (and perhaps viewed as less grateful).
Having created person types, we explored the levels of subjective well-being across the five different types. To do this, we conducted a between-subject MANOVA with person type as the independent variable and satisfaction with life, subjective happiness and positive affect as the dependent variables.
As shown in Table 3 , our hypothesis was confirmed, with all three measures of well-being increasing alongside the number of components that individuals scored above average on (see [Insert Table 3 here].
[Insert Figure 2 here]
Combination Type:
When considering person types in more detail, the question arises as to whether the particular combination of components makes a difference to well-being. That is, does being above average on conceptual and behaviour components look any different to being above average on emotion and behaviour components? Therefore, another necessary step involved categorizing people based on the specific combination of components that they are 'above average' on. This leads to fifteen different combination types (four combinations for the 3-component person type; six for the 2-component person type; four for the 1-component person type; and one for the 4-component person type, see Figure 3 ).
By conducting a between-subject MANOVA, we observed that the particular component(s) that individuals are above average on does have an effect on well-being. When looking at individuals who are above average on one component we noticed that the emotion and behaviour components are associated with higher well-being scores than the attitude and conceptual components. The influence of emotion and behaviour components were similarly evident in the 2-component and 3-component person types; the highest levels of positive affect were found in those that exhibit both emotion and behaviour components together.
[Insert Figure 3 here].
Demographic comparisons:
Previous research has demonstrated that self-reported gratitude tends to be higher for females than males (e.g., More recently, however, Tsang, Schulwitz, and Carlisle's (2011) experimental study showed there to be no difference in gratitude behaviours between religious and non-religious participants, a finding echoed in the comparisons between Christians and atheists on the behaviour and attitude components of the MCGM.
The Value of the Conceptual Component:
In a further illustration of how the conceptual component contributes to assessments of gratitude and informs the scores of the other components, we conducted a one-way MANOVA and post-hoc It is important to signpost here the utility of the gratitude profile as described briefly in Study 1. The profile is designed to explore the conceptual contours of gratitude and each of these contours could be separately examined to explore its impact on gratitude experience. We have illustrated this in detail in previous publications, taking a normative approach (Second & FirstAuthor, 2016) and in a developmental, cross-cultural exploration (First & SecondAuthor, forthcoming, 2017) .
Unfortunately, there is insufficient space to show this here. What the profile can show you are the factors that influence gratitude and whether this differs across individuals.
For example, we have shown that adults tend to recognise, and be impacted by, mixed emotions like indebtedness to a greater degree than adolescents (Second& FirstAuthor, 2016) . The important point here is that conceptions of gratitude feed into the overall experience of gratitude and that this is a salient part of the measure (as clearly evident in both the MANOVA and person type analyses above).
Incremental Validity of the MCGM:
Having shown that the MCGM has construct validity and that each component influences well-being, we carried out a more traditional, yet conservative, test of incremental validity to explore whether gratitude predicts unique variance in the three well-being measures after controlling for the effects of personality (Big Five) and existing gratitude measures. In essence, we were examining whether the MCGM, in the traditional sense of explained variance, can offer something above and beyond what is already offered by existing gratitude measures. To test incremental validity, we conducted a three-step hierarchical multiple regression (following a similar procedure to that outlined by Wood and colleagues, 2008) . In the first step of the regression, we entered age, gender, religion and whether participants practised their religion. In the second step of the regression, we entered the Big Five domains (as measured by the BFI-10, Rammstedt & John, 2007) . Previous research suggests that the Big Five account for a significant amount of variance in well-being measures (see McCullough et al., 2002; .
In the third step, we entered the existing gratitude scales ( GQ6, GRAT and Appreciation We have emphasised the importance of the conceptual component which is evident in the analysis of person types where it significantly impacted upon all three well-being measures. We also showed that more permissive understandings of gratitude appear to lead to higher scores on all other components of the MCGM and scores on existing gratitude scales.
General Discussion:
The MCGM was designed to examine the construct of gratitude as a multi-component virtue. One of the aims of this paper was to demonstrate that it is psychometrically robust, reliable and valid. In Study 1, the distinct dimensions of gratitude that this measure was developed to examine were supported by a principal components factor analysis that separated and condensed our pool of items into 6 discrete factors and three components; the structure of this measure was confirmed with a CFA in Study 2. These analyses support the theoretical conception of gratitude, as a moral virtue, comprising distinct emotions, attitudes and behaviours.
This measure also offers a means of examining conceptions of gratitude. The resulting 'gratitude profile' offers an important insight into participants' understandings of gratitude, which is specific to the individual. Depending on the design and purpose of their work, researchers could explore the dimensions of this profile in more depth (see Second & FirstAuthor, 2016) . However, whether gratitude is seen permissively with a 'wide-angle' lens appears to impact on an individual's grateful feelings, attitudes and behaviours. The MCGM permits an assessment of these latent influences to be made manifest. Given the strong correlation between conceptual 'are' and conceptual 'degree' responses (r = .67**), we recommend the use of only degree questions in future applications of the MCGM, for reasons of parsimony.
In Study 2, the value of the MCGM was tested by creating 'person types' depending on whether individuals were 'above average' or 'below average' on each of the MCGM components.
This analysis illustrated how the different components of the MCGM coexist within an individual and how each contributes toward well-being. These findings should be of great pragmatic interest to researchers seeking to measure gratitude as comprehensively as possible.
In contrast to the GQ6, GRAT or Appreciation scale, the MCGM does not provide one simple 'gratitude score' though it does offer a richer all-round picture, particularly by means of specific 'person types'.
Currently, the MCGM is the only measure to offer an insight into the thought processes undergirding participants' conceptual understanding of gratitude. Because extant questionnaires take this representation for granted, presuming participants share the same underlying conception of gratitude as the researchers, the MCGM tells us something about gratitude that has never been measured before. Depending on the kind of research envisaged, it may not always be possible or practicable to use the conceptual component, and so we propose that the subscales be used independently or in combination as appropriate. The attitudinal and behavioural components, which still represent relatively uncharted dimensions of gratitude in existing measures, could also be used alongside the shorter and well-established index of grateful feeling, the GQ6.
Study 2 demonstrates for the virtue of gratitude, in particular, the importance of tapping emotions and behaviours. Not only does this advance the theoretical understanding of this virtue, it also offers a practical suggestion for future researchers: studies aiming to measure gratitude that do not, at the very least, gauge these two aspects of gratitude will miss out on vital information (especially those studies exploring the link between gratitude and well-being).
Future work involving the MCGM will aim to establish its temporal stability, using assessments of test-re-test reliability. It will also be important to assess the degree to which all components of the questionnaire predict actual behaviour in experimental studies.
Dimensions of subjective well-being are suited to the exploration of gratitude given the strong positive correlation between the two constructs; however, this is only one of a host of possible outcome variables that could be examined. As noted, gratitude has been linked to building and maintaining relationships and prosocial behaviours (Algoe et al., 2008; Bartlett et al., 2006; 2012) ; a fruitful avenue of research would be to examine whether the observed value of the MCGM is specifically tied to well-being or whether these results are generalizable to other positive benefits such as social functioning. Similarly, given current interest in positive and character education, links between gratitude and educational benefits (academic attainment and satisfaction with school experience) could also be examined using the MCGM, creating another valuable line of inquiry (Froh et al., 2008; 2011) .
Conclusions:
Our aims here were three-fold: to (1) The MCGM offers a number of features that make significant improvements to existing measures, both from theoretical and practical standpoints.
This paper has explored a multi-component approach to one particular moral virtue, gratitude. We have argued throughout that in order to assess virtue we must measure its cognitive, affective, attitudinal and behavioural aspects; this has been clearly evidenced in the case of gratitude. It is our hope that this conception of virtue measurement will be applied to other moral constructs in the future.
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